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Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment received 4/30/08 lias been entered in full. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 4/30/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The Applicant argues that Scola does not teach or suggest "attempting to 
decode the graphical code, and that identifying a graphical code is not the same as 
decoding the graphical code. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Decoding is the 
process of extracting meaning from something. A barcode is placed on an object for the 
sole purpose of identifying the object quickly, thus the process of reading a barcode and 
identifying the object is a matter of decoding the barcode. Scola determines a barcode 
match for the purpose of identifying the barcode, thus Scola is decoding the barcode. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 ,2, 9 and 1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pine (US 6,993,210) in view of Scola et al (US 5,742,037). 

Consider claim 1 , Pine discloses a method for concurrent image capture and 
processing (see column 2, lines 25-40 where pine describes a method where image 
capturing and processing are performed concurrently in buffered stages), comprising: 
capturing a first image (see column 1 1 , lines 48-49); processing the first image (see 
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column 1 1 , lines 49-51 ); and capturing a second image while the first image is being 
processed (see column 11, lines 52-57). Pine does not explicitly disclose the image 
processing to include searching for a graphical code within the first image and 
attempting to decode the graphical code. Scola discloses an image processing method 
that includes searching for a graphical code within an image (see column 9, line 58 to 
column 10, line 1 1 where Scola discusses the search path for code lines) and 
attemptingto decode the graphical code (see column 10, lines 12-15 where Scola 
discusses comparing the code found to those of a training set). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Pine, and modify the image processing system to 
perform graphical code decoding in the image processing portion, as taught by Scola, 
thus processing items as accurately and rapidly as possible, as discussed by Scola (see 
column 1 , lines 15-26). 

Consider claim 9, Pine discloses an image capture device that is configured for 
concurrent image capture and processing (see column 1, line 57 to column 2, line 5 
where Pine discusses an image sensing circuit connected to an image processing 
circuit used to simultaneously sense and process image data), comprising: a 
component configured to process a first image (see column 4, lines 42- 44); an image 
capture component configured to capture the first image (see column 4, lines 12-16) 
and to capture a second image while the first image is being processed by the decoding 
component (see column 11, lines 52-57); a pool of image buffers for temporarily storing 
the first image and the second image (see column 4, lines 32-34). Pine does not 
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explicitly disclose the device being that of a graphical code reader and processing the 
image by searching for a graphical code within the first image and attempting to decode 
the graphical code. Scola discloses an image processing method that includes 
searching for a graphical code within an image (see column 9, line 58 to column 10, line 
1 1 where Scola discusses the search path for code lines) and attempting to decode the 
graphical code (see column 10, lines 12-15 where Scola discusses comparing the code 
found to those of a training set). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Pine, and modify the image processing system to 
perform graphical code decoding in the image processing portion, as taught by Scola, 
thus processing items as accurately and rapidly as possible, as discussed by Scola (see 
column 1, lines 15-26). 

Consider claims 2 and 10, Pine the capture of an image with a component 
designed to sequentially capture then send the images to be processed by another 
component, buffering an image if the image processing component is busy (see column 
1 1 , lines 47-57). Inherently the second image will begin capture when the first image 
begins processing, as the buffer will initially be empty. 

5. Claims 3-6, 8, 11-14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pine in view of Scola as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further 
in view of Thornton et al (US 7,197,749). 
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Consider claims 3 and 1 1 , Pine in view of Scola disclose the graphical code 
reader of claims 1 and 9. Pine in view of Scola do not disclose determining an estimated 
processing time p for processing at least some of the first image; and determining an 
estimated capture time c for capturing the second image. Thornton discloses a method 
of executing tasks In which the completion time for each task is computed to be used in 
further scheduling (see column 10, lines 35-56). The image capture and Image 
decoding are each considered tasks and therefore have estimated completion times. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the Invention of Pine in view of Scola, and modify the graphical code 
reader to calculate estimated processing times for image capture and image decoding 
as taught by Thornton, thus eliminating delays in the system, as discussed by Thornton 
(see column 1 , line 58 to column 2, line 4). 

Consider claims 4 and 12, Thornton discloses using the estimated completion 
time for the tasks to create task assignments, which start each task (see column 10, 
lines 44-64). 

Consider claims 5, 6, 13, and 14. Scola discloses searching and decoding a 

portion (see column 9, lines 45-57 discussing the use of a search window) as well as an 
entire Image (see column 10, lines 49-61 discussing the processing of an entire Image 
frame). Scola does not explicitly disclose estimating the time to process the Image or 
portion thereof. Thornton discloses estimating the completion time for any task (see 
column 10, lines 35-56). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify theinvention of Scola, and modify the image processing portion to 
estimate the processing time, as taught by Thornton, thus efficiently delegate work to 
processor capable of performing the task, as discussed by Thornton (see column 2, 
lines 37-47). 

Consider claims 8 and 16, Scola discloses stopping the processing of the first 
image after a prescribed time unit (see column 10, lines 23-25). Scola does not explicitly 
disclose this time limit being an estimated processing time. Thornton discloses a 
estimating a task completion time (see column 10, lines 35-56). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Scola, and modify the prescribed time limit to be the 
estimated processing time, as taught by Thornton, thus eliminating delays in the 
system, as discussed by Thornton (see column 1 , line 58 to column 2, line 4). 

6. Claims 7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pine, Scola, and Thornton as applied to claims 4 and 12 above, and further in view of 
Neufelder (US 5,473,741). 

Consider claims 7 and 15, the combination of Pine, Scola, and Thornton 
discloses the graphical'code reader of claim 6 and 14. Pine, Scola, and Thornton do not 
explicitly disclose the estimated processing time p being a function of at least one of the 
quality of the first image, the number of symbols in the graphical code, and the 
complexity of the symbols in the graphical code. Neufelder discloses estimating the 
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processing tinne of an image base in part upon the complexity of the image (see column 
7, line 53 to column 8, line 60). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the combination of Pine, Scola, and Thornton, and modify the 
estimation of image processing time to be a funciton of Image parameters, as taught by 
Neufelder, thus allowing the estimation of the processing time for an image without 
actually performing the processing, as discussed by Neufelder (see column 2, lines 41- 
57). 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN B. STREGE whose telephone number is 
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(571)272-7457. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the 
hours of 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571 ) 272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Matthew C Bella/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2624 
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